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Abstract

Kernel methods are ubiquitous tools in machine learning. They have proven to be
effective in many domains and tasks. Yet, kernel methods often require the user to
select a predefined kernel to build an estimator with. However, there is often little
reason for the a priori selection of a kernel. Even if a universal approximating ker-
nel is selected, the quality of the finite sample estimator may be greatly effected
by the choice of kernel. Furthermore, when directly applying kernel methods, one
typically needs to compute aN ×N Gram matrix of pairwise kernel evaluations
to work with a dataset ofN instances. The computation of this Gram matrix pre-
cludes the direct application of kernel methods on large datasets. In this paper we
introduce Bayesian nonparmetric kernel (BaNK) learning, ageneric, data-driven
framework for scalable learning of kernels. We show that this framework can
be used for performing both regression and classification tasks and scale to large
datasets. Furthermore, we show that BaNK outperforms several other scalable
approaches for kernel learning on a variety of real world datasets.

1 Introduction

Kernel methods have become a staple approach to modern machine learning. They, along with the
representer theorem, have given a tractable way to optimizea myriad of machine learning tasks
over broad function classes. Indeed, kernel methods like support vector machines (SVMs), kernel-
ridge regression, kernel-PCA, and many others have been shown to be effective on a wide range of
domains and applications.

However, despite being a standard and well-studied tool in machine learning one commonly over-
looked aspect to kernel methods is the choice of kernel to use. Typically, one is forced to make a
specific choice of kernel function to use a priori; once fixed,the choice of kernel will induce a re-
producing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) that optimization occurs over. Even when cross-validating
kernel parameters, the function class is limited to a RKHS induced by the often arbitrary choice
of the family of kernels being cross-validated. Yet, the choice of kernel can greatly impact perfor-
mance. Indeed, even when using an universal approximating kernel, the finite sample estimate will
be affected by the kernel choice. Given that the choice of kernel is an important free parameter in
kernel methods, and generally there is little a priori reasons for kernel selections, a principled and
data-driven method for learning kernels is extremely useful.

Moreover, another drawback to kernel methods is that they often do not scale to datasets with a
large number of instances. This is because kernel methods typically require the computation of
a large Gram matrix of kernel evaluations for all pairs of instances in a dataset. That is, when
optimizing over a dataset ofN instances using a kernelK a Gram matrixK ∈ R

N×N needs to be
computed, whereKij = K(xi, xj) andxi’s are input covariates. WhenN is in the many thousands
or more, the computation ofK will be prohibitive. Furthermore, kernel methods will often require
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manipulations ofK such as taking inverses, which will result in a worse time complexity than the
O(N2) time required for computingK. Considering that modern datasets are only increasing in
size, and complicated machine learning tasks require largedatasets for achieving a low risk, it is
vital to mitigate the high computational cost of kernel methods.

In order to provide a method that scales to large datasets andadaptively learns the kernel to use
in a data-driven fashion, this paper presents theBayesian nonparametric kernel-learning(BaNK)
framework. BaNK is a novel approach that will use random features to both provide a scalable
solution and learn kernels.

D W Y

(a) RKS

D W Y

(b) BaNK

Figure 1: (a) Traditional random feature approach where
the distributionD of random featuresW is held fixed. (b)
BaNK framework whereD is taken to be random.

Random features have been recently
shown to be an effective way to scale
kernel methods to large datasets.
Roughly speaking, random feature
techniques like random kitchen sinks
(RKS) [18] work as follows. Given
a shift invariant kernelK(x, x′) =
k(x − x′), one constructs an approx-
imate primal space to estimate kernel evaluationsK(x, x′) as the dot product of finite vectors
ϕ(x)Tϕ(x′). The vectorsϕ are constructed with random frequencies drawn from a distribution
D that is defined byK. Similarly, a distributionD from which random frequencies are drawn from
defines a kernelK that the random frequencies approximate. It is this last observation that is key
for the BaNK framework. Whereas a typical use of RKS will consider only a fixed distributionD
of random frequencies, via the kernelK, BaNK will allow the distributionD to vary with the given
data, effectively learning the kernel. In particular, BaNKshall varyD with a graphical model ap-
proach where we treatD as a latent parameter and place a prior on it (Figure 1). The prior onD,
along with the data generation model, will allow one to sample from a posterior overD in order to
learn the corresponding kernel.

ModelingD as a mixture of Gaussians with a Dirichlet process prior allows BaNK to learn a kernel
from a rich, broad class. Furthermore, with the use of randomfeatures, we are able to efficiently sam-
ple the model parameters and work over larger datasets. Moreover, by using Metropolis-Hastings
sampling from a proper posterior, the kernels we learn are interpretable and the random features are
asymptotically guaranteed to come from the underlying posterior distribution unlike greedy non-
convex optimization methods.

Outline The rest of this paper is structured as follows. First we review the use of random features
for kernel approximation and show how such an approach can beused for flexible and efficient
kernel learning. Second, we detail our graphical model framework both for supervised regression
and classification tasks. Third, we expound on our inferencemethod for sampling from the model
posterior. Forth, we illustrate the use and performance of BaNK for both regression and classification
on several datasets. Lastly we cover related works and give concluding remarks.

2 Model

2.1 Random Features for Kernel Estimation

Below we briefly review the method of random Fourier featuresfor the approximation of kernels
[18]. The details of the method will help motivate and explain our BaNK model. Henceforth, we
will only consider continuous shift-invariant kernels defined overRd: K(x, y) = k(x − y) where
x, y ∈ R

d andk is a positive definite function. While useful and innovative, the use of random
Fourier features for kernel approximation is just a Monte Carlo integration using Bochners theorem
[20]. Bochners theorem states that a continuous shift-invariant kernelK(x, y) = k(x − y) is a
positive definite function if and only ifk(t) is the Fourier transform of a non-negative measure
ρ(ω). Note further, that ifk(0) = 1, thenρ(ω) will be a normalized density. That is, if we define
ζω(x) ≡ exp(iωTx), then

k(x− y) =

∫

Rd

ρ(ω) exp
(

iωT (x− y)
)

dω = Eω∼ρ[ζω(x)ζω(y)
∗]. (1)
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Hence, using Monte Carlo integration, we can approximateK(x, y) = k(x− y) usingωj
iid∼ ρ:

k(x− y) ≈ 1

M

M
∑

j=1

ζωj
(x)ζωj

(y)∗. (2)

In particular, if our kernelk is real-valued, then we can discard the imaginary part of (2):

k(x− y) ≈ ϕ(x)Tϕ(y), ϕ(x) ≡ 1√
M
[cos(ωT

1 x), . . . , cos(ω
T
Mx), sin(ω

T
1 x), . . . , sin(ω

T
Mx)]

T .

(3)

The great advantage of such an approximation is that we may now estimate a function in the RKHS
as a linear operator in the random features:f(x) =

∑m
i=1 αiK(xi, x) ≈ ∑m

i=1 αiϕ(xi)
Tϕ(x) =

ψTϕ(x), whereψ =
∑m

i=1 αiϕ(xi). Thus we may work directly in a primal space ofϕ(x) and
avoid computing large Gram matrices. To recap, using the approximation of kernels with random
features works as follows: choose a kernel defined byk (with k(0) = 1), take its Fourier transform,
p(ω), which will be a pdf overRd; drawM i.i.d. samples fromp(ω), {ωj}Mj=1; estimate the kernel
with K(x, y) ≈ ϕ(x)Tϕ(y) as in (3).

However, Bochners theorem also allows one to work in the other direction. That is, we may start
with a distributionD with pdf ρ(ω) and take the characteristic function (the inverse Fourier trans-
formation) to define a shift-invariant kernelk. For example, suppose thatρ(ω) = N (ω|µ,Σ),
whereN (ω|µ,Σ) is the pdf ofN (µ,Σ). Taking its characteristic function we see thatk(t) =
exp

(

iµT t− 1
2 t

TΣt
)

would be the corresponding shift-invariant kernel. From the kernel learning
perspective, Bochner’s theorem yields an object to manipulate for the learning of one’s kernel:ρ(ω)
the distribution of random features.

We consider distributions that are mixtures of Gaussians:

ρ(ω) =

K
∑

k=1

πkN (ω|µk,Σk) → k(t) =

K
∑

k=1

πk exp
(

iµT
k t− 1

2 t
TΣkt

)

. (4)

This makes for very general kernels. In fact, i) noting that Gaussian mixture models are univer-
sal approximators of densities and may hence approximate any spectral distribution, and ii) using
Plancherel’s Theorem to relate spectral accuracies to the original domain [23, 28] it follows that:

Proposition 2.1. The expression ofρ(ω) in (4) can approximate any shift invariant kernel.

For the applications we consider we only need real-valued kernels, hence we approximate the real
part of (4):

K(x, y) =
K
∑

k=1

πk exp
(

− 1
2 (x − y)TΣk(x− y)

)

cos
(

iµT
k (x− y)

)

≈ ϕ(x)Tϕ(y), (5)

where againϕ(x) ≡ 1√
M
[cos(ωT

1 x), . . . , cos(ω
T
Mx), sin(ω

T
1 x), . . . , sin(ω

T
Mx)]

T with ωj
iid∼ ρ. An

application of the random feature approximation bounds found in [18, 14, 25] yields that:

Proposition 2.2. For compactX ⊂ R
d with finite diameter, we have that

Pr

[

sup
x,y∈X

|K(x, y)− ϕ(x)Tϕ(y)| ≥ ǫ

]

= O

(

1

ǫ2
exp

( −Mǫ2

4(d+ 2)

))

.

Using the above, it may be seen that one can effectively approximate shift-invariant kernels using
random features drawn from Gaussian mixtures. However, in order to learn the kernel, one still
needs a mechanism to determine the Gaussian mixture to use. We take a graphical model approach
to determine the mixture forρ(ω) in a principled, data-driven fashion. The concept of using non-
parametric mixture prior onρ with random frequencies was considered in [26] without empirical
details.

2.2 Graphical Model

Graphical models have served as important and effective tool in the learning of latent parameters for
a multitude of applications [11]. Hence, we find graphical models to be an incredibly natural tool for
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kernel learning. As described above, one may vary and tune kernels with the choice of density over
random features,ρ(ω). Thus, in our model, we take this distribution itself to be a random, latent
parameter. It is interesting to note that although it is often restrictive to set a generative process
for one’s data, the BaNK model, with a stochastic random frequency distribution, is strictly more
general than the traditional kernel method approach of using a fixed RBF kernel. Roughly speaking,
the BaNK model will consist of three major parts: one, a priorfor stochastically generating the
random feature distributionρ(ω); two, a prior for the generation of the parameters of a linearmodel
in the primal space of random features; three, a generative data model with noise to generate labels
given input covariates and the rest of the parameters.

As previously mentioned, a robust and flexible choice ofρ(ω) is a Gaussian mixture model; we
generate it as follows. Since the number of modes ofρ(ω) is not a priori known, we will assume it
to be infinite, but given a finite dataset the model will realize only a finite number of Gaussians in
the mixture. Hence we model the distribution asρ(ω) =

∑∞
k=1 πkN (ω|µk,Σk) where

∑

k πk = 1
andπk > 0. We use a Dirichlet process (DP) prior on the components of our Gaussian mixture. The
Dirichlet process is a distribution over discrete probability measures (i.e., atoms),G =

∑∞
k=1 πkδπk

,
with countably infinite support, where the finite-dimensional marginals are distributed according to
a finite Dirichlet distribution [8]. It is parametrized by a base probability measureH , which deter-
mines the distribution of the atom locations, and a concentration parameterα > 0 that is proportional
to the inverse variance of the atom locations. The DP can be used as the distribution over mixing
measures in a nonparametric mixture model. While the DP allows for an infinite number of clusters
a priori, any finite dataset will be modeled using a finite, butrandom, number of clusters. We sample
the mixture weights from stick breaking prior whcih produces samples distributed according to a DP.
Thusπ ∼ GEM (α) whereGEM is the stick breaking prior. We also put a Normal-Inverse-Wishart
prior (which acts as the base measureH) on the meanµk and varianceΣk of each of the Gaussian
components.

Above we discussed how functions in a kernel’s RKHS can be approximated using a linear mapping
in the random features, thus we consider models that operatelinearly in the random features using a
vectorβ ∈ R

2M . As is standard in Bayesian regression and classification models [3], we generate
β from a Normal prior,β ∼ N (µβ , σI).

Lastly, we generate our observations given a datasetX := (x1, . . . , xN )T where eachxi ∈ R
d. For

example in regression tasks we have:

y = g(x) + ǫ ǫ ∼ N (0, σǫI), (6)

whereg is approximated toβTϕ(x) andϕ(x) is calculated using (3). Thusy ∼ N (βTϕ(x), σǫ).

The complete generative model is given below and the corresponding plate diagram is shown in
Figure 2.

1. Draw the mixture weightsπ over components of the kernel.π ∼ GEM (α).

2. Draw the mixture components from Normal-Inverse-Wishart distribution. I.e. drawΣk ∼
W−1(Ψ0, ν0), andµk ∼ N (µ0,

1
κ0

Σk) for k = 1, . . .∞.

3. For each random frequency indexj = 1, . . . ,M

(a) Draw the component from which the frequency vector is drawn. Zj ∼ Mult(π).
(b) Draw the corresponding random frequency vectorWj ∼ N (ω|µZi

,ΣZi
).

4. Draw the weight vector,β ∼ N (µβ , σI).

5. For each data point indexi = 1, . . . , N

(a) Defineϕ(Xi) as in (3).
(b) Draw the observation, e.g. for regression:Yi ∼ N (ϕ(Xi)

Tβ, σǫI).

We note that the only change when going from regression to classification is in the step 5(b) of the
generative procedure. This time we drawYi from a sigmoid.

5 For each data point indexi = 1, . . . , N

(b) Draw the output binary labelYi ∼ σ(ϕ(Xi)
Tβ), whereσ(x) = 1

1+exp(−x) .
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Figure 2: Plate diagram for the graphical model for BaNK learning framework.

3 Inference

We propose a MCMC based solution for inferring the parameters of the mixture of Gaussian distri-
bution that definesρ(ω). This includes finding the component assignment vectorZ and the mean
and covarianceµk andΣk for each component. We will also sample the random frequenciesW
while marginalizing other parameters includingπ andβ. The sampling equations forZ, µk, Σk

remain the same for both regression and classification and will differ only when samplingW . We
will first describe the part of the solution which is common toboth regression and classification, and
then describe how to get parameters specific to the two tasks.

We want to sample fromp(Z, µ,Σ,W |X,Y, rest), whererest are all the hyper-parameter of our
model while other parameters includingβ andπ have been integrated out. We use Gibbs sampling
and sample each variable at a time given all other variable.

3.1 SamplingZj

Recall thatZj indicates which component the random frequencyWj is drawn from. We use the Chi-
nese restaurant process analogy to integrate outπ, the component priors, out. Letmk ≡ ∑

l δ(Zl =
k). The sampling equation forZj can be derived from [17] and is shown below

P (Zj = k|µ,Σ,W,X, Y, rest) ∝

{

m
−j
k

M−1+α
N (ωj |µk, σk) m

−j
k > 0

α
M−1+α

N (ωj |µk, σk) m
−j
k = 0

(7)

wherem−j
k =

∑

l:l 6=j δ(Zl = k) andWj = ωj . For a new component (m−j
k = 0), we sample the

mean and the variance from the Normal-Inverse-Wishart prior.

3.2 Samplingµk and Σk

Given the component assignmentZ and the random frequenciesW , the posterior distribution of the
covariance of each Gaussian component in the mixture is Inverse-Wishart, ieΣk ∼ W−1(Ψk, νk)

whereΨk = Ψ0 +
∑M

j:Zj=k(Wj −W
k
)(Wj −W

k
)T + κ0mk

κ0+mk
(W

k − µ0)(W
k − µ0)

T , where

W
k
= 1

mk

∑

j:Zj=kWj andνk = ν0 +mk. Similarly, the posterior distribution ofµk given,Σk,

Z andW is a normal; i.e.µk ∼ N (µk,
1
κk

Σk), whereµk = κ0µ0+mkW
k

κ0+mk
andκn = κ0 +mk. See

[10] for more details.

3.3 SamplingW

We derive a Metropolis-Hasting (MH) sampler for samplingW . The posterior distribution of the
random frequenciesW given the assignmentZ, the parameters of the componentµ andΣ, and the
data,X andY is proportional to

P (W |Z, µ,Σ, Y,X, rest) ∝ P (W |Z, µ,Σ)P (Y |X,W, rest). (8)

The first term in the LHS is a normal distributionP (W |Z, µ,Σ) = ∏

j N (Wj |µZj
,ΣZj

). Since it
is difficult to sample directly from the posterior, we use MH,where the first factor of the LHS of
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(8) is used as a proposal distribution; i.e.Q(W ) = P (W |Z, µ,Σ). Now, the acceptance ratio for a

newly proposedW ∗ is given byr = min
{

1, P (Y |X,W∗,rest)
P (Y |X,W,rest)

}

.

Here the ratio is a ratio of model evidences and is calculateddifferently for regression and classifi-
cation. Note that the choice to marginalize outβ in this manner is intuitive; good random features
are those for which there exist aβ that modelsY well. Hence, we expect a sampling scheme that
marginalizesβ to be more efficient than one that does not (and instead samplesW w.r.t. a current
sample ofβ).

3.3.1 Regression

For regression we make use for conjugacy between prior forβ, σǫ and the likelihood to get a closed
form solution forP (Y |X,W, rest). In this case we sampleσǫ from Inverse − Gamma(a0, b0).
The model evidence is then:

P (Y |X,W, rest) =
∫

β,σǫ

P (Y |W,X, β, σǫ)P (β)P (σǫ)dβdσǫ ∝
Γ(an)

Γ(a0)

ba0

0

ban
n

√

|Λ0|
|Λn|

, (9)

whereΛ0 = 1
σ2 I, Φ(X) = (ϕ(X1)

T . . . ϕ(XN )T )T , Λn = Φ(X)TΦ(X)+Λ0, µn = Λ−1
n (Λ0µβ +

Φ(X)TY ), an = a0 +
n
2 andbn = b0 +

1
2 (Y

TY + µT
0 Λ0µ0 − µT

nΛnµn). For more details refer to
[16]. It is worth noting that one may efficiently compute ratio’s of model evidences if proposing a
singleWj at a time; this is because doing so amounts to making low-rankupdates onΦ(X)TΦ(X).

3.3.2 Classification

The absence of conjugacy makes it difficult to directly estimate the model evidence
P (Y |X,W, rest), so instead we estimate the ratio of model evidences. The ratio is computed by
approximating the ratios of partition functions (see [4] chapter 11.6 pg 554 for details):

r ≈ min

{

1,
1

L

L
∑

l=1

P (Y |X,W ∗, βl)

P (Y |X,W, βl)

}

, (10)

whereβl ∼ P (β|Y,X,W ) l = 1, . . . L. Since the Gaussian prior is not conjugate to sigmoid, we
approximate the posteriorP (β|Y,X,W ) with a Gaussian (see [24] for details on quadratic approx-
imation). The mean (β0) of the Gaussian is the mode of the posteriorP (β|Y,X,W ), which can
be calculated using numerical optimization. By using Laplace approximation of the posterior, the
inverse of the covariance can be found asSn = −∇2 logP (β|Y,W,X, rest)|β=β0

.1

4 Experiments
We illustrate the use and performance of BaNK for both regression and classification on synthetic
and real-world datasets below.

4.1 Synthetic Data

−10 0 10
−30

−20

−10

0

10

X

Y

(a) Synthetic data

−5 0 5

0

0.5

1

 

 
BaNK
Distro
True

k

t

(b) Kernel Approximation

Figure 3: (a) Synthetic data used. (b) Truek in dashed
red, k estimated with true spectral distributionρ in
cyan, and BaNK estimate in blue.

We give a simple 1-d kernel learning il-
lustration with BaNK using synthetic data.
We consider the shift-invariant kernel
k(t) = exp

(

− 1
2(22) t

2
)

(12+
1
2 cos(

3
4πt));

that is, the kernel whose random frequency
distribution is ρ(ω) = 1

2N (ω|0, 1
22 ) +

1
2N (ω| 34π, 1

22 ) (see Figure 3). We look
to learn the underlying kernel using 250
frequencies. We generatedN = 1000 in-

stancesD = {Xi, Yi)}Ni=1 whereXi
iid∼

N (0, 42), Yi ∼ N (ϕρ(Xi)
Tβ, 1), withϕρ

being the random features from the ker-

nel’s true spectral distributionωj
iid∼ ρ and

1See http://www.cedar.buffalo.edu/ ˜ srihari/CSE574/Chap4/Chap4-Part5.pdf
for details of derivation
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β ∼ N (0, I). As explained above, using
BaNK one may estimateρ by drawing from the posterior. We plot such a draw in Figure 3(b). One
can see that even though the underlying spectral distribution is multi-model, and the kernel is not
easily decernable to the human eye based on the data plot (Figure 3(a)), BaNK approximates the
kernel rather well.

Table 1: Regression MSE on UCI MLR.
Dataset N d RKS BaNK AlaC MKL
concrete 1030 8 0.1295 ± 0.0088 0.1204 ± 0.0094 0.2107 ± 0.0592 0.0978 ± 0.00790.0978 ± 0.00790.0978 ± 0.0079
noise 1503 5 0.6945 ± 0.0116 0.5013 ± 0.1107 0.7818 ± 0.0689 0.2936 ± 0.29360.2936 ± 0.29360.2936 ± 0.2936

prop 11934 16 0.0069 ± 0.0005 2.4 × 10−5 ± 1.8 × 10−62.4 × 10−5 ± 1.8 × 10−62.4 × 10−5 ± 1.8 × 10−6 0.0019 ± 0.0002 0.0001 ± 6.4 × 10−6

bike 17379 12 0.2056 ± 0.0034 0.0589 ± 0.00210.0589 ± 0.00210.0589 ± 0.0021 0.0648 ± 0.0044 0.0935 ± 0.0026
tom’s 28179 96 0.0796 ± 0.0344 0.0153 ± 0.00610.0153 ± 0.00610.0153 ± 0.0061 0.0811 ± 0.0308 0.1007 ± 0.0320
music 515345 90 0.8488 ± 0.0027 0.7386 ± 0.0041 0.6827 ± 0.00330.6827 ± 0.00330.6827 ± 0.0033 0.8078 ± 0.0017
twitter 583250 77 0.3819 ± 0.0511 0.0777 ± 0.02140.0777 ± 0.02140.0777 ± 0.0214 0.3168 ± 0.0877 0.4333 ± 0.0588

4.2 Regression

Below we run experiments with various real-world datasets found in the UCI machine learning
repository (UCI MLR)2. We compare BaNK to the straight-forward random feature approach with a
fixed kernel as well as other competitive random feature based kernel learning methods. In particular
we compare to the following methods:

RKS For this method we take input covariates to be random featuresϕ(xi) as in (3). Here we take

the random frequenciesωj
iid∼ N (0, σ−2I). This corresponds to approximating the RBF kernel:

K(xi, xl) = exp
(

− 1
2σ2 ‖xi − xl‖2

)

.

MKL One of the most widely used approaches to kernel-learning ismultiple kernel learning (MKL)
[1, 13]. Here, one attempts to learn a kernel using a non-negative linear combination of a fixed bank
of kernels. That is, MKL attempts to learn a kernelK:

K(xi, xl) =
M
∑

m=1

αmKm(xi, xl), where αm ≥ 0, (11)

andK1, . . . ,KM are predefined kernels. The kernel weightsαm would then be optimized according
to one’s loss. Note that (11) still requires the computationof a N × N Gram matrix, in fact, it
requiresM such Gram matrices. However, we extend MKL to use random features and scale to
larger datasets. IfKm(xi, xl) ≈ ϕm(xi)

Tϕm(xl), then

K(xi, xl) ≈
M
∑

m=1

αmϕm(xi)
Tϕm(xl) = ϕ̄(xi)

T ϕ̄(xl), (12)

whereϕ̄(xi) = [
√
α1ϕ1(xi)

T , . . . ,
√
αMϕM (xi)

T ]T . Hence, it is possible to work directly over
input covariates of̃ϕ(xi) = [ϕ1(xi)

T , . . . , ϕM (xi)
T ]T , the concatenation of the random features

for each kernelK1, . . . ,KM . We take our bank of kernels to be Laplace, RBF, and Cauchy kernels
at various scalings.

AlaC Very recently, independent work by [28] has considered an optimization approach, called A
la Carte, to learning a mixture of kernels. Here, an unconstrained, unpenalized, and non-convex
problem is posed for regression and optimized over the parameters of the mixture model and linear
weights. Specifically, we optimized the following problem based on [28]3:

min
β,ν,M,µ

1

2

N
∑

i=1

{

Yi −
K
∑

k=1

ν
2
k

D
∑

j=1

(

β
cos
kj cos

(

X
T
i Mkwkj +X

T
i µk

)

+ β
sin
kj sin

(

X
T
i Mkwkj +X

T
i µk

))

}2

+
λ

2

(

‖βcos‖2 + ‖βsin‖2
)

,

2https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/index.html
3We note that [28] uses approximate Gaussian matrices in a method called

Fastfood [14]. However, we found no increase in speed for thematri-
ces of sizes considered in the experiments (using the implementation found in
http://www.mathworks.com/matlabcentral/fileexchange /49142-fastfood-kernel-expansions ),
so we drawwkj from a Gaussian.
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whereβcos ∈ R
KD, βsin ∈ R

KD, ν ∈ R
K , Mk ∈ R

d×d, µk ∈ R
d are optimized;wkj ∈ R

d are
standard Gaussian vectors that are drawn before optimizingand held fixed.

We perform 5-fold cross-validation (picking parameters onvalidation sets and reporting back the
error on test sets). The total number of random features was chosen to be 500. Below we report the
mean squared error (MSE)± standard errors; for better interpretability, we standardized the output
responses. As per [28], we optimized AlaC using LBFGS4. We note although the optimization of
the AlaC problem above took on average nearly twice as long asour sampling, we achieved a lower
MSE on a majority of the datasets.

4.3 Classification

As previously mentioned, we may use the BaNK framework to perform kernel learning in classifica-
tion tasks. Below we illustrate the use of BaNK for classification and kernel learning on real-world
datasets from the UCI MLR. Furthermore, we compare the accuracies of the models found with
BaNK to traditional scalable kernel methods for classification namely RKS and MKL using a logis-
tic model. We see that BaNK proves to be an effective method inclassification as well.

Table 2: Classification Prediction Error on UCI MLR.
Dataset N d RKS MKL BaNK
PIMA 768 8 0.2571 ± 0.0258 0.2468 ± 0.0229 0.2338 ± 0.01480.2338 ± 0.01480.2338 ± 0.0148
Diabetic Retinopathy Debrecen 1151 20 0.2638 ± 0.0205 0.3138 ± 0.0257 0.2603 ± 0.01730.2603 ± 0.01730.2603 ± 0.0173
Skin segmentation 2103 3 0.0313 ± 0.0057 0.1706 ± 0.1481 0.0209 ± 0.00280.0209 ± 0.00280.0209 ± 0.0028
EEG Eye State 14980 15 0.1322 ± 0.0030 0.1366 ± 0.0764 0.0992 ± 0.00280.0992 ± 0.00280.0992 ± 0.0028
Statlog Space Shuttle 58000 9 0.0028 ± 0.0010 0.0018 ± 0.0001 0.0009 ± 0.00010.0009 ± 0.00010.0009 ± 0.0001

5 Related Works

Given the poor scaling of kernel methods on datasets with many instances, several methods have
looked at approximations of kernels that bypass the computation of large Gram matrices. For exam-
ple, Nystöm based methods [7] look to give a fast to compute,low-rank approximation of the Gram
matrix. Other approaches for summarizing the Gram matrix bythe removal of elements or rows have
been explored in [21, 5, 9, 22]. Futrthemore, approximations based on KD-trees have been explored
in [22]. In this paper, we work with kernel approximations based on random features, called Ran-
dom Kitchen Sinks [18, 19, 14]. As previously discussed, random feature approaches work using an
empirical estimate of kernels that stem by drawing featuresfrom the Fourier transform of positive
definite functions, which will be a distribution if properlyscaled.

Kernel learning methods have also received attention due tothe impact that kernel choice has on
performance. Indeed, even if one fixes a family of kernels to use (e.g. RBF kernels) one still has to
select the parameters of the kernels. This is often done withcross-validation or with methods like
[12, 6]. A very popular approach to learning kernels in a moreflexible class is multiple kernel learn-
ing (MKL) [1, 13]. As illustrated above, in MLK, one looks to learn a kernel that is the non-negative
linear combination of a bank of fixed kernels. However, naively applying MKL approaches would
still require the computation of several large Gram matrices; instead, as previously discussed, one
may combine random features to perform scalable MKL (see [15] for an application of such ideas).
Very recently, independent work [28] has explored an optimization approach, A la carte, to learning
parameters of mixture of kernels, where one optimizes the parameters generating random features
in non-convex likelihood problems. See also [2] for anotheroptimization approach. Unfortunately,
due to the non-convex nature of the optimization problem being optimized, such approaches yield
non-interpretable kernels, whereas BaNK yield draws from awell defined posterior. [27] considers
kernels of the form in (4), with parameters chosen heuristically; [26] mentions the possibility of
putting a DP prior model on parameters, but does so without a sampling algorithm and empirical
details.

6 Conclusion

In this paper we propose an efficient and general data-drivenframework, BaNK, for learning of
kernels that scales to large datasets. By representing the spectral density using a non-parametric

4Usinghttps://github.com/pcarbo/lbfgsb-matlab .
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mixture of Gaussians, we capture a large class of kernels that can be learned. We provide a generative
model for learning kernels while performing regression andclassification tasks, and propose novel
MCMC based sampling schemes to infer parameters of the mixtures. We show that our proposed
framework outperforms other scalable kernel learning methods on a variety of real world datasets in
both classification and regression task.
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